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On March 23, 1999, the Commission, by a vote of 4-2, found no reason to believe that 
Alonzo Cantu Construction, lnc. 0 1  Alonzo Cantu, as an oficer ("Cantu Construction"), violated 
2 U S.C. g441b(a). and no reason to believe that Ruben Hinojosa for Congress or Vickie L. 
Winpisinger, as treasurer (''the Hinojosa committee"), violated 2 U.S.C. $44lb(a), rejecting the 
recommendations of the General Counsel 

The Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits corporations from n:aking contributions in 
connection with Federal elections The Act also prohibits any oficer of a 
corporation ftom consenting to any corporate contribution and prohibits any candidate or political 
committee from knowingiy accepting or receiving a corporate contribution /d To effccluare this 
prohibition. corporations, including their officers. are prohibited from facilitating the making of 
contributions to candidates or 10 political committees 1 1 C.F.R. $ 1  14 2(fJ 

2 U.5.C $4Jlb(a) 



Cantu Construction 

On Januan 9, 1998, Atonzo Cantu hosted a hndraiser for Congressman Ruben Hinojosa 
at his home in McAllen, Texas. A complaint was tiled with the FEC on January 12, 1998, 
alleging that Cantu, the president and half owner of Cantu Construction’, had committed various 
violations of the Act.3 

The complainant’s allegations were largely based on hearsay provided to the Co~~iplainant 
This associate allegedly told the Complainant ehat Mr. Cantu had used by an associate.‘ 

“employees of his incorporated construction company to sell tickets” to the flinojosa fundraiser.’ 

In an attempt to find support for this allegation, $he Complainant directed one of his 
campaign volunteers, Lorraine Owens, to phone Cantu Construction, feign she was a Hinojosa 
supporter and inquire about getting tickets to the fundraiser. ‘ 

According to the complaint, when Ms. Owens called Cantu Construction, Mr. Cantu’s 
secretary answered. Ms Owens, stating she desired to purchase tickets to the Hjnojosa 
hndraiser, waited on the line while the secretary called hlr Cantu on hjs cell phone The 
secretary allegedly acted as “an intermediary” between Ms Owens and Mr. Gantu during M s  
Owens’ inquiry about tickets to the fundraiser. The secretary allegedly told Ms. Qwens that she 
could pick up the hndraiser tickets at the office, and that because the President of the United 
States was attending, if she decided to buy a ticket, she would have to fill out a Secret Senrice 
questionnaire The secretary allegedly offered to fax the questionnaire to Ms. Owens, thougb a 
fax was apparently never sent 7 

In his response to the complaint, Alonzo Cantu did not deny that a conversation had taken 
place between his secretary and an individual seeking a ticket, though neither he nor his secretary 
remembered speaking to anyone named Lorraine Owens. Mr. Cantu stated that his activity 
conducted on behalf of Congressman Hinojosa “was done as an individual and not as an officer 
or employee of a corporation,” and the fact that he “earns his living as an owner and officer of a 
construction company does not deprive him of the right to engage in political activities as an 
individual ” Mr Cantu stated that he “may receive ailu transmit business communications, 

Cmtu Construction IS an incorporated gcncrnl coii:ract~ir WLII a tor:i1 o i Z 0  employees. Thc olhcr half of Canlu Consuuclion is 

Ihe cornplainl alleged. iiirc- alia. Ih;i: t\vo hlcxican nationals “had twen pressured by cmpioyers of Texas Conuncrce Bank on 
ouiied by 1.upc Cnntu (I.upcCmtu boni 1925. Alomo Canlo born 1 9 5 5 )  Dun ondUradsrreer. hfarch 23. 1999, 

hank premiscs into purchasing two loiic-~lhou.i;uid dollar 11ckets /IO ihc I11n0~0w fundraiscr[. Olhcr individuals with ol‘fces 
whin the bank tower \vcrc. also otlered ticLets h\ uniploywr.“ I I I  owlatinn or2 U.S C .  441e and g44lb(u) Cornplum. IfLX 
4710. p p c ’  I As norcd i n  foornolc 1 .  Urc Co1iiii1;s.~1on found no f e i i s w  10 trlievc as to lhesc alle@ations 
The Complaln;llit. tom I Haughey was tlic conprcssiunal oppoiicnr o i  Congrcssm;m Hinojosa I Iinojostl dcfentcd I l a u j e \  in 

the Novcmhcr 3”. I ‘ J W .  gciieral clcction bv 3 margin of 5% to 41% i-iw Grnrral Counsel> Keporf. hfc:i< 4710. pp’ 2./ii 
3 The associate iiotcd abovc was I)xi Bautista the head of the I I i & l $ i ~  Coiioty chaplei of the Mepublican National Ilispnic 
Asscmbk ~ . a n i p / w ~ f .  .\11.71 471lJ. p p c l  
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personal communications, or poiitical communications. This is ttue of any corporate executive 
who is active in support o fa  congressional 

The Commission rejected, by a vote of 4-2, the General Counsel's recommendation to find 
reason to believe Cantu Construction, and Alonzo Cantu, as an officer, made in-kind 
contributions to the Hinojosa committee in violation of the Act. The Commission detennjned that 
the alleged corporate involvement in the fundraiser was so minor or incidental that it did not 
warrant hrther commitment of Commission resources. In addition, the Commission felt the 
actions of Mr. Cantu most likely Fell within the safe harbor provision of 11 C.F.R. $114.9(a), 
allowing, "employees of the corporation [to] make occasional, isolated or incidental use of the 
facilities of the corporation for individual volunteer activity in connection with a Federal 
election."' 
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Hinojosa for Congress 

The General Counsel recommended the Commission find the above actions by Cantu 
Construction resulted in in-kind corporate contributions to the Hinojosa committee, and that the 
Hinojosa committee knowingly accepted these contributions. The General Counsel stated the 
committee's acceptance was knowing because of.4lonza Cantu's "apparently close relationship to 
the Hinojosa campaign, as evidenced by the fact that the fundraiser was held at his residence, and 
the possibility that Cantu was acting as an agent of the campaign for the collection and forwarding 
of contributions."" .- 

As noted above, the Commission did not find that Cantu Construction had made in-kind 
corporate contributions to the Hinojosa committee, and consequently a majority of the 
Commission rejected the General Counsel's recommendation to find the Hinojosa committee bad 
knowingly accepted illegal contributions Based on the evidence presented, a majority of the 
Commission also rejected the General Counsel's arguments that Alonzo Cantu was an agent of 
the Hinojosa committee and that Aomo Cantu's knowledge of alleged corporate faciiitation by 
Cantu Construction, even if proved, could have been imputed to the Hinoiosa committee 

The Commission decided to close ihe file in this matter with respect to all respondents " 

Darryl R. Wold 
Vice-chairman 

h i d  M kason 

"tee Ann Eiiiott 
Commissioner , 

Commissioner Comrnissionci 


